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market in a panicular state is based on the new entrant's business considerations. rather than the

availability or unavailability of particular ass functions." Michigan Order ~ 133.

A. FCC Standard'

As explained in the Michigan Order. the Commission will first ,,:onsider "whether the BOC

has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient Jl..'cess to each of the

nel..'essary ass functions and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing l..'arrier" to

understand ho\\ to implement and use all of the ass funL'tions available to them." Midligal/ Orl!a

(' 1311. ~ A" to the till/oint/ality of those systems. the Commis"ion cktennined that '" fjor th('"e

funl,tions that the BaC itself aCl..'esses electroniL'ally. the BaC must provide equivalent electronic

access for competing carriers" and that "the BaC must ensure that its operations support systems are

designed to JL'l'ommodate both current demand and proJeL·ted demand of l..'ompeting l..'arrier" for

access to ass functions." Id, ~ 137. As to the sup/Jnr! of those systems. the Commission made

particularly detailed determinations:

A BOC , . , is ohligated to provide competing carriers with the spe('ifications
nel'essary to instruct competing carriers on how to modify or design their
systems in a manner that will enahle them to communicate with the BOC's
legacy systems and any interfaces util izeJ hy the BOC for such access. The
BOC must provide UJl1Jpeting carriers with all of the infonnation necessary to
fonnat and process their electronic requests so that these requests flow through
the interfaces. the transmission links. and into the legacy systems as quickly
and efficiently as possihle. In addition. the BOC must disclose to competing

, For purposes of assessing checklist compliance and the openness of a BOC's local market under OUl'

competitive standard. the Department will employ the inquiry adopted hy the Commission regarding OSS. as it
offers the hest means for ensuring that the necessary functions are availahle and will remain available when calleJ
upon in greater volumes.

~ Sfe ii/SO DO] Oklahoma haJu3tion. App. A at ALJ (''The BOC must build its part of an interfalc anJ
pnwide CLECs will1 information and cooperation suffi(ient to allow the CLECs to construct their part of the
interface In the 80C.")
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carriers any internal "husiness rules." induding information conL'erning the
ordering codes [induding universal service ordering codes ("USOCs") and
field identifiers ("FlDs")] that a BOe uses that competing carriers need to

place orders through the system efficiently.

Michigan Order ~ 137 (footnotes omitted).

Sel:ond, the Commission will consider "whether the OSS functions that the HOC has deployed

are operationally ready, as a practil:al matter." Michigan Order ~ 13fi, Here, "the Commission will

examine operational evidence to determine whether the OSS functions pro\ided by the HOC to

competing carriers are actually handling current demand and will be able to handle /"('(/.\(I/lilhh

til/"{'\t'eah/e demand m//lnw\."' hi (' l3X lemphasi .... Jddedl. The Commission has agreed that the

..mo .... t probative evidence" of operational readiness is al'!ual L'ommerciaJ usage and that carrier-to-

carrier testing. independent third-party testing. and internal testing, while they can provide valuable

evidence. "are less reliable indil:ators of actual performance than commerl:ial usage." Id.

The Commission reiterated its previous detenninations regarding both the parity and

"meaningful opportunity to compete" standards. See, e. s.:., iei. ~ 130. Regarding the parity standard.

the Commission clearly stated that parity means equality and that this is to be applied broadly:

Fllf !hose OSS functions provided to competing carriers that are
analogous to OSS fundions that a BOe proviJes to itself in connection with
retail service offerings. the BOe must provide access to competing carriers
that is equal to the level of access that the BOC provides to itself. its
customers or its affiliates. in terms of quality. accuracy and timeliness. We
conclude that equivalent access, as required hy the Act and our rules. must he
construed hroadly to include comparisons of analogous functions between
competing carriers and the BOe. even if the actual mechanism used to perform
the function is different for competing carriers than for the BOes retail
operations,

Id. ~ 13Y. The Commission specifically found that thi~ standard of equivalent access applies to the

ass funl:tions assol.:iated with pre-ordering. ordering, and provisioning for resale servil.:es: repair and
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maintenance for resale services: and repair and maintenance for UNEs: and measuring daily \,:ustomer

usage for billing purposes. Id. ~ 140.

B. Application

In applying these standards the Commission determined that BOC OSSs must be judged on

an end-to-end basis, concluding that "it is nel:essary to I:onsider all of the automated and manual

prol:esses a BOC has undertaken to provide al:l:ess to ass functions:' induding the point of

interfal:e. or gateway. between CLEC and BOC systems: all BOC internal systems: and both the'

eJedronic and manual links between the gateway and legal') ....ystems. Id. ( 13"+. The' Commi ........ iun

explicitly rejel·ted argument .... that the duty to provide non-disl:riminatory al:cess does not extend

beyond the interfal:e I:omponent. Id. -:' 135.

Satisfaction of these requirements will most often entail, first. automation of many of the:

interfac.:es between a ROC and its I:ompetitors through which information is exchanged. Applil:ation-

to-applil:ation interfal'es are partil:ularly helpful because they allow c.:ompeting I:arriers to build their

own software for prol:essing transactions with a BOC.' In instances in whil:h applil:ation-to-

applicJtion interfaces might be too expensive for smaller l'arriers who cannot afford such software

, Indeed, many of the references to automated interfaces in the Department's prior evaluations and the
Commission's prior dedsions clearly contemplate application-to-application interfaces. For example, the
Department ha<; stated that "[t]he BOC must build its part of an interface and provide CLECs with infonnatinn
and cooperation sufficient to allow the CLECs ta canSlruet their pan of the interface to the BOC." DOJ
Oklahoma Evaluation, App. A at 69 (empha<;is added). Unless a BOC is providing an application-ta-application
interface. there is no CLEC-side of the interface that needs to be constructed,

Similarly, the Commission has stated. "A BOr ... is ohligated to provide competing carriers with the
spedlicatimb necessary to instruct competing carriers nn hm1 to madifr or design their systems in a manner U1Jt
""ill enahle them to communicate ""ith the BOCs legacy systems and any interfaces utilized by the BOC for such
access." Michigan Order ~ 1:'7 (empha<;is added). A Jefined application-tn-application interface is the most
efficiel1l method for CLEC systems (1 ccmmunicate will1 BOr systems.
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development, terminal-type. human-to-machine interfaces may be appropriate, SBC. for example.

is developing multiple interfaces for both small and large carriers to support almost every automated

wholesale support function.1>

In the absence of application-to-application interfaces. it is part of a BOCs burden to show

that-notwithstanding the resulting disparities between BOC and CLEC operations and the significant

disadvan41ges imposed on CLECs-it is "providling] sufficient a~xess to each of the necessary ass

funl'lions."· lvlic'higall Order (1 l.:in. and where the funL,tions pro\ided to CLECs are analogous to

thost' provided to itself. to demonstrate that CLEe access to these funL,tions "is eljual to the kwl of

aL'L'e"" that the BOC provide" to ihelf. its custorners or ih affiliate". in terms of ljuality. aCL'urac)' and

timeliness." iJ, ~ 13«.).

Second. BaCs will need to automate. to varying degrees. the interaction of these interfaces

with their internal OSSs, Such automation often v,ill be critical to the meaningful availability of resak

services and unbundled elements. The Commission's nondiscrimination requirement obligates BOC..,

to provide automated interaction between interfaces and their own asss where such access is

autolTlJted analogously for the BOCs' retail operations. or where the lack of such automation would

cause significant barriers to entry. denying competitors a meaningful opportunity to compete. As

disl.:ussed above, the systems must be judged on an end-to-end basis.

" Sec DOJ Oklahoma Evaluation at 74 ("SBe claims to offer multiple interfaces through which CLEes
c\cnlually will he ahle to perform most functions. including resale ordering functions, This approach. when
opcrat ional. may fulfill the needs of hoth large and small competitors and comply with the Commission'"
compk'mentary 'nondiscrimination' and 'meaningful opportunity' requirements."),
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In addition to automation generally. 7 adherence to industry standards for interfaces between

carriers in particular will generate further economic benefits both for both CLECs and incumbents.

Committees of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) are continuing to

develop and enhance standards for ordering resale services and some unbundled elements \ia

electronic data interchange (EDI). The Department understands that standards for pre-ordering

fun([ions are also expected soon. The Department will ordinarily expect BOCs to adhere to such

standard" following a reasonable period of development in cooperation with competing carriers

\'\ishing to use the standardized interfaL'e.'

Finally. proper performance measures with \\hich to L'ompare BOC retail and \\holesJle

performance. and to measure excJusiwly wholesale performance, are a necessary prerequisite to

demonstrating compliance with the Commission's "nondiscrimination" and "meaningful opportunity

to compete standards." Without comprehensive measures as a means of tracking performance and

a track record of performance under those measures. it will be difficult-if not impossible-for

7 We note that our fo(u~ on automation now~ from our a.ssessment that manual processes are likely tll

resull in signifi(antly greater prohlems when calleo upon to handle a competitively significant numher of orders.
As parties have noted. lhe experience in California. where Pacific Bell's systems essentially broke dO\.\-TI.
undeTSl.wes lhis point. See MCI \. Pacific Bell. Cal. PUC No. 96-12-026 (Sept. 24. 1997), at 27,29 (finding
thatMCI cca,ed marketing after Pacific Bell built up baddogs of 4.000 to 5,000 orders and that. by Pacific Bell's
own admission. its systems did not offer their competitors resold services at parity). We do not suggest lhat we
would never approve of some manual intervention. see. eg . DOJ Oklahoma Evaluation. App. A at 70 n. 90, hut
a BOC would need to demonstrate-to a greater degree of proof-that such systems would remain functional when
calleo upon to perform at greater levels of demand. Of (ourse. to the extent that the industry standards bodies
call for automated interfaces. we will view this judgment as further counseling in favor of such systems.

~ ATIS noted at a re(ent FCC Forum on OSS a~'Less lhat some ATIS comrninee standards are usually
stahle enough at initial-a.~ opposed to fmal-dosure tn aJ Inw ~'amers to hegin interface development at sUl'll time.
ATIS Presentation at the FCC Forum on Operations Suppnn Systems. May 2R. 1997. This indicates that in some
instances BOCs should he initiating development effnns e\en prior to ATIS fmal closure in accordan(e with the
needs of competing camers.
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competitors and regulators to detect backsliding of performance after in-region interLATA entry is

authorized.

II. BeliSouth's Wholesale Support Processes

The Department concludes that BellSouth has not demonstrated that the access to ass

functions that it provides to competing carriers is equivalent to the access it provides itself. As

explained below. the Deparunent concludes that there are significant problems with BellSouth':--

system. and because of these problem,. the Depanment has not attempted to address each issue rai:--e-ct

in the comment:-- on BellSouth's applil'ation or. more generally. provide detailed comments regarding

all J:--pects of BellSouth':-- \\'hole~ale support proL·e,se:--."

BellSouth's proL'esses are operated on a regional. rather than a state-by-state basis. and thus

our analysi, is not limited to South Carolina activities. Satisfactory performance in other swtes will

be regarded as evidence that the same systems will work satisfactorily in South Carolina, unless there

are speL'ific reasons to conclude otherwise. Conversely. if a problem exists with BellSouth',

processes in another state. we assume that the problem exists in South Carolina unless shown

otherwise.

A. State Commission ass Review

BeliSouth's application places great emphasis on the conclusion of the South Carolina Public

Service Commission (SCPSCl that BellSouth's SGAT complies with the checklist and argues that

the SCPSC detenninations are entitled to great weight. BeilSouth Brief at 1g. The Department has

two observations with regard to state commission review of BellSouth 's systems.

'I TIle Department emphasizes that it has not affimlati\'cly concluded that the processes not addressed
herein are in cOmpliaIlL'e witllthe requirements of section n 1.
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First. the SCPSC issued its decision on July 31. 1997. prior to the Commission's dedsion on

Arneritech's 271 application for Michigan. Accordingly. the SCPSC did not have the benefit of the

Commission's Michigan decision, including the important discussion of ass standards discussed

above. when it reviewed BellSouth's SGAT and reached its decision. It is not dear how the SCPSC

interpreted the standards it said it was applying or how those standards compare. in actual

application, to the standards described in the Michigan Order. For example, the SCPSC found that

BellSouth's system" are "operational," C.g .. SCPSC Order at 34. 37: the context indi\,.·ate" thaI ih

findill~ \\as based on the fal,.'( that the systems are presently in use. It did not. as the "ubseLjuent

\1ichj~an order describes. look beyond whether the systems are in use to "whether the OSS fUlll,.'(ion"

that the BOC has deployed are opcratio//ally rcady, as a practical matter," Mit'higall Orc/er ~ 136

(emphasis added). which includes a determination of "whether the ass functions provided by the

BOC ... wiJI be able to handle reaso//ahly forcsccahle demand \'olumes," id. ~ 13X (emphasis

added). Moreover, there is evidence in the present record regarding events that have occurred sinu'

the SCPSC proceedings. 'Ii The Commission should take these factors into account when considerin~

the SCPSC e\aluation.

Second. the Department notes that BellSouth' s processes are operated on a regional. rather

than a state-by-state basis. and that not all state commissions in BellSouth· s region are equally

satisfied with BellSouth's systems and the access to those systems that BellSouth is presently

providing to CLECs. For example. the AJabama Public Service Commission recently issued an order

III Ftlr example. AT&T des(rihes prohlems experien(ed in August and Septemher 19<17. sin(e the
SCPSC pnxeeding. which have impeded. and in some instan(es prevented. its representatives from using LE!\S.
See AT&T Bradhury Aft. f~ 25X-() I.
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delaying its decision on BellSouth's SGAT stating that "it __ . appears that BeliSouth' s petition is not

yet timely."'J Of the two major areas of concern described, one relates to ass. The Commission

stated, "It appears to us that BeUSouth's ass interfaces must be further revised to provide

nondiscriminatory access to BellSouth' s asS systems as required by § 251 (c)(3) of the 96 Act. We

have concerns that such nondiscriminatory access is not currently being provided." Id, The order

requires a live ass demonstration for the state commission. its staff. and the intervenors as "the most

expeditious and effective method of ensuring that ,holc 055 shOrTcomings ore reCTificd in a timel)

rn.ll1ner.·· Id. (emphasis added!.'c ~vloreover. the "taff of the Florida PubliL' Service Commi"sioll hJ~

recommended that the Florida commission determine that BellSouth' s SGAT doe~ not comply with

section .252(£1 of the 19% Act. The staff concluded that there are numerous significant problem"

with BellSouth's ass interfaces and systems that preclude a finding that they meet the requirements

of the Il)t}() Act." Finally. it is reported that the Georgia PSC ret:entlv expressed continuing concern~

about Bell South's OSSs and lack of performance standards. 14

II Alahama Order at 7. The order is att3l:hed to this evaluation as Exhihit 5.

l~ The Department notes that CLECs have often told the Department that ass deficiencies have heen
addressed only after they have been raised \Nith state regulatory authorities. often in demonstrations such as these,

)l - ,
. See FPSC Staff ReconunendatlOn. Relevant excerpts from the recommendation are attached to this

evaluation as Exhibit 6.

I~ According to the CommunicatioflS Dad\' article. the Georgia PSC "recognized that 'improvements
have been made' in ass. but said 'continued progress is imperative' and observed that an "[ a]bnonnally high
numher of rejections of service orders placed by new entrants 'can chill and even inhihit competition... · TIle
article quotes PSC Chainnan Stanley Wise as saying that the PSC will re-visit these issues when BellSouth files
a 271 application for Georgia "and judge them 'with a much hroader and higher standard ... · 'Telephony,"
Conunlillitmi()lls Daily. Oct. ~(). 1497.
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B. Functionality & Support

The comments describe problems that CLECs have faced with each of the ass functions:

pre-ordering. ordering. provisioning. maintenance and repair. and billing, The Department's analysis

focuses on BellSouth's support for pre-ordering and for ordering and provisioning and concludes that

BellSouth has not satisfied its burden of demonstrating non-discriminatory aL"L"ess to these fundions,

I. Pre-Ordain.'.!.

On the basis of the evidenL:e L:urrently in the reL"ord. BellSouth has not satisfied its burden of

ckrnonstrating the successful operation of its pre-ordering 'iuppon processes, As its pre-ordering

imer(\\.'e. BellSouth has developed a Wet>-based appliGHion known as the Lo\.'al Exchange :\a\igJtil)11

System (LE~S), whiL"h provides a tenninal interface. albeit a graphical one. to the user. Among the

defi\.'ienL:ies described in the L"omments are the lack of an application-to-appliL"ation interfaL:e,

discriminatory functionality. and inadequate capacity, We discuss the testing and capacity issues in

a later seL"tion on Operational Readiness.

a. Applic(1{ion-ro-Applicarioll IlIre'taces

BellSouth describes its ongoing efforts to develop. pursuant to an agreement with AT&T. a

customized appliL"ation-to-application pre-ordering interfaL"e called "EC-L1TE:"5 but it is undisputed

that EC-L1TE is not yet available: neither has BellSouth provided an adequate substitute. If> An

I' EC-LITE i~ not ha"ed on indll<;;Uy standards, The indll<;;Uy is working on standards for applkation-to­
application interfaces for pre-ordering function~. hut such standards do not yet exist. We commend. in this
regard. Bell South's commitmenr to adhere to any future industry standards addressing ass standards,

If> BellSouth asserts that there are two mechanisms hy which CLEC systems developers could use the
LEl'\S sy~tem to develop 3I1 application-to-app!i\."ation pre-ordering interface: using Common Gateway Interfa\.'l'
(CGn sLTipts and par~ing the HTML character stream used for tllllTJatting and displaying LENS screens, Sin\.'c
the u~e l)f either HTML parsing or CGI ~cripts requires a fulJ~ documented. stahle interface again~t which the

(continucd" I
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interface that will be made available in the future. especially one not yet "stress tested" in a convim:ing

manner. cannot satisfy a BOCs statutory obligation under the checklist. Hence we condude that

BellSouth cannot presently rely upon the EC-LITE interface to demonstrate the adequacy of its pre-

ordering interfaces. Accordingly, the Department concludes that BellSouth presently provides no

application-to-application interface for aCl.:essing pre-ordering functions.

The Department has previously contrasted terminal-type. human-to-machine interfaces with

application-to-application interfaces and explained the competiti\e significance of pro\iding

application-to-;'ipplication interfal'es to CLECs who ha\ e de\eloped and maintain their o\\n internal

OSS". Among the problems sUl'h CLECs face in the absence of application-to-application interL.lL·e"

is a double-entry problem:

1"( ...continued)
CLEC can develop its own system. given the current stale of the LENS interface and documentation. BellSouth
has nlH shown that either of tllese appwaches arc adequate.

As to documentation. tl1e Stacy ass affidavit states that BellSouth has a CGI specification that it has
pfll\'ided 10 requ~sting CLECs. Stacy ass Aff. ~ 44. but tl1ere is no representation made regarding specifications
for the HTML charaL'ter streams or regarding the finality or praclical useability of any such specifications.
AT& T presents a more detailed account regarding tl1e specifications in its comments and in tl1e Bradbury
aftida\'il. It describes continual contacts witll BellSuulh lm these issues sinL'e mid-1996. and although it refers
II 1 ~l)l1le Jrah sp(xificalions. AT&T stales tl1al BellSoutll ha.' never pwvided fmaL useable specifications. IndeeJ.
AT&T cites BellSoutll witnesses who have teslified before state commissions that finn specifications require a
final LENS interface tl1al will not exist until at least 1998. See generally AT&T Bradbury Aff. ~~ 32-45.
Similarly. MCl states thal not'Withstanding repeated requests a~ recent a~ September 5. 1997. BellSouth still has
not provided up-la-date. useable specifications. MCI King Oed. ~ 48. MCI also explains that it inilially
attempted to develop software 1.0 parse the HTML character stream. a process MCI describes as "screen
scraping:' but that this is an expensive process tl1al produces an inferior result and is therefore discriminatory.
Id. ~~ 49-50.59.

Although BellSouth may well have begun to make these interfaces available. the fact that MCI ha.-; yet
to employ succe."sfully either interface strongly suggests that Bell South has not provided adequate speci fications
so as to enable MCI tll begin lesting. Even to the extent that any delays in beginning testing CGI L'orresponJ
sin1ply to tl1e time tl1at it hao; laken MCI to understand tl1e interface --that is. assuming that the interface is fully
functional -- we would still not view CGI a" meeLing Bell South's ass pre-ordering obligation under the checklist
because CGI has not undergone any significant "stress testing"~\en of the carrier-to-carrier variety,
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[U]nJike [a BOCs] retail operations. a competing carrier with its own separate
OSSs is forced to manually enter information twice-{)nce into the [BOC]
interface and a second time into its own OSSs. For high volumes of orders.
such double entry would place a competitor at a significant disadvantage by
introducing additional costs. delays. and significanl human error.

Application-to-application interfaces allow a competitor to design its own
systems based on standardized sets of inter-carrier transactions. Leveraging
these standard interfaces. a competitor may then present its customer service
representatives with its own set of customized screens and information. and
automatically populate its own datahases with information al the same lime it
interacls with a BOCs systems.

DOJ OkLihollla Evaluation at 75-7h. Thus. as to this double-entry issue alone.)- the Lid of

application-to-application interfaL'es raises issues both J" to parity with a BOCs intemal syslenb and

a" to whether the acce"s to the BOCs "ystems pro\ides CLECs a meaningful opportunity 10

compete. In the absence of application-to-application interfaces. it is pan of a BOC s burden to sho\\

that-notwithstanding the resulting disparities between BOC and CLEC operations and the significant

disadvanrages imposed on CLECs-it is "provid[ing] sufficient access to each of the necessary OSS

functions:' Michigan Order ~ 13h. and where the functions provided to CLECs are analogous to

those provided to itself, as pre-ordering and ordering functions for resold services are, to demonstrate

that CLEC access to these functions "is equal to the level of aL'cess that the SOC provides to itself.

its customers or its affiliates, in terms of quality. accuracy and timeliness." id. ~ 131).

On the present record, Bell South has not justified its lack of a pre-ordering application-to-

application interface. Without such an interface, a CLEC with its own internal OSSs cannot integrate

J7 In addition. a<; discussed helow. without application-to-application interfaces. CLECs cannot deploy
integrated systems. such as BOCs do. for ordering and pre-ordering. Finally. CLECs cannot deploy single
systems to access multiple BOCs' OSSs. \\11en the) are ahle to deploy their own systems. "CLECsneed onl)
train their representatives 10 use this one customized system to interact with all BOCs. regardless of the interfaL'C
provided. rather than having tn incur the cnst of training them on many different systems depending on Ihe BOC"
001 Oklal1l1ma Evaluation at 76.
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pre-ordering functions into its OSSs. and thus its users must manually transfer data between the

LENS interface and its internal OSSs. BeIlSouth responds that it is still providing the necessary

functionality because CLECs can simply cut-and-paste infonnation between LENS and other

computer applications and thus need not re-key the data, Stacy ass Aft. ~ 43. We find this

explanation inadequate. First. this argument ignores that basic fact that. just like re-keying data.

cuning-and-pasting data between fields of different applications is a manual. error-prone pron'ss,

Second. unless the corresponding fields of the two applications require the same. identically-

formatted data. this approi.ll'h will require the CLEC operator to take additional manu;J1 step~ tl)

refonmt the data." which would LTeate additional opportunities for errors, "J Ai.:cordingly. J cutring-

and-pasting approach clearly would be unmanageable for a CLEC seeking to enter the market on any

significant scale. Thus. BellSouth's pre-ordering interfaces do not provide the necessary ass

functionality as called for by the statutory standard.

BellSouth's failure to develop appropriate interfaces at this juncture prevents CLECs from

achieving parity with BellSouth'" systems and thus precludes full and fair competition, The essential

reason that the Department regards application-to-appLication pre-ordering interfaces so highly is that

such interfaces will. combined with application-to-appJication ordering interfaces. enable CLECs to

develop their own systems for integrating the pre-ordering and ordering functions. Indeed. even Bell

l~ For example. if one system were to combine street. city, state. and ZIP code together and the olller
required them to be separate fields. the user would have to manual combine or split apart the data when moving
from one application to the other.

I~ Problem,,; v.ith the introduction of errors is compounded when CLECs lack the business rules applied
hy BellSouth's system,,; and thus cannot pre-validatc their orJers anJ L'atch such errors hefore lransmittcJ, That
prohlem is made yet worse when BellSouth does not send rejedion notices back electronically but rather uses a
slower. hard-tn-manage fax-hased process. Thus, the total situation L'an be much worse than any individual
prohlem might suggest.
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South al.:knowledges that "there is no strict delineation between pre-ordering and ordering. as many

pre-ordering activities generally occur in the context of negotiating a service order." Stacy ass Aff

~ 5. Thus. not surprisingly. BeliSouth provides its retail representatives with integrated systems that

seamlessly support both pre-ordering and ordering functions, While acknowledging that "CLEes

have complained that BeliSouth's systems do not provide integration of the pre-ordering and ordering

functions," BellSouth responds that except when the CLEC uses LENS for both pre-ordering and

ordering~" such integration is the responsibility of the CLEe. lei." 01, While CLECs are responsihk

for thi~ integration. BellSouth's explanation fails to .Iu"tify ih position beL'ause. as explained atxl\e,

BellSlluth' ~ systems thJt are necessary to accomplJsh thi" tJsk hJW yet to be fully specified,

implen~nted. and tested, Thus, what BellSouth's response omits is that CLECs presently are ulloh/£'

to construct integrated systems even if they l'hoose. as the lack of application-to-application interfaces

for pre-ordering-essential L'omponents for that task-prevents them from being able to integrate these

functions.

b. Lack o(Pariry ill Particular Functions

In addition to the problems arising from the lack of an application-to-application interfaL'e.

BeliSouth's pre-ordering interface fails to meet the necessary standards because LENS does not offer

parity with BellSouth·s retail operation. While the comments cite numerous deficiencies. we here

focus on two: access to telephone numbers and service installation dates, When a customer calls to

)i While BeliSouth still provides ordering capahility through LENS. BellSouth states that .. [tlhe LENS
ordering interface is limited In a suhset of the order types and activity types provided hy the EDI interfal'c ," and
"BellSouth recommends the industry-standard EDI interface fnr Inca] exchange ordering," Stacy ass Aff. ~ 5fl:
Sl'l' also id ~ ~6, TIus suggests that the use of LENS for hoth pre-ordering and ordering will be a less common
sit uati l1l1.
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negotiate service. two pieces of infonnation that the customer will want to detennine right away are

when service will be available and what the new telephone number will be. Accordingly. the failure

to provide this infonnation on a non-discriminatory basis is quite significant from an end user's

perspective. We also address address validation,

(I) Access to Telephone Numbers

BellSouth states that it restricts the number of telephone numbers that a CLEC can reserw

in a L'entral office at anyone time to IO(J number~ or 5';( of the numbers available in that offict'.

\\hichewr j\ b.;. Stacy ass Aff... 25. BellS0uth d0t's not apply the .;ame restrictions to itself. tht'

large~t user of telephone number\. Beyond this ob\iou.; lack of parity. the restriction may depri\ t'

CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete. With such limitations in place. it appears that it could

be quite difficult. if not infeasible. for a CLEC to reserve numbers and place orders in competitively

significant numbers.~J In light of these restrictions. it is not clear that it would be feasible for a CLEC

to conduct a heavy telemarketing campaign. for example. in a focused area.

AT&T indicates that there are two other related policies that negatively affect CLECs that

place order.; using EDI-the method BellSouth rel.:ommends-and not LENS. First. a telephone

number viewed using LENS inquiry mode is marked "reserved" and will count against the limit for

twenty-four hours. Second. other than the expiration of the twenty-four-hour period. numbers are

taken off the "reserved" list only when they are "selected" in conjunction with an order. Telephone

. numbers for orders submitted via EDI are not switched to "selected" status until the EDI order

~l For example. AT&T states that these limiL<; place significant burdens on its ability to handle large
hu."iness orders involving numerous lines or to place high volumes of orders on a daily hasis in paniL'u]ar area.\.
AT&T Bradhury Aff. ~~ 112. 115.
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real:hes BellSouth's Servil:e Order Control System (sacs) system.:: which processes the ordef.

AT&T Bradbury Aff. ~~ 06-07. The problem is compounded for CLECs that submit orders via ED!.

as BellSouth recommends. Stacy ass Aff. ~~ 40. 50, Between the submission of an order and its

processing by sacs, numbers that have been selected are sriU marked "reserved" and thus aTe

counted against the CLECs limit. This "float" period results in the count of reserved numbers

remaining anifjl:ially high. The longer the "float:' the worse the effect.:'

In sum it appears that a CLECs ability to provide l'ompeting seT\'ices could be limiteci h)

BellSouth's poJicie~ rJ,ther th~m by the dictates of the marketplJ.ce, Accordingl y. Be II South' s po Ii" ie~

are comrary to its obligJtion to pro\ide Jccess to ass funl'tions on J non-di.'iLTiminatory bJsi~, \\e

are aware that thi'i issue stems. in pan. from the fal't that BellSouth is functioning as the interim

number administrator. but until a permanent-and neutral-administrator takes over. this issue

l'ompromises the nondiscrimination principle set forth in the Act and at the heart of our competltin'

standard,

_. In discussions witll ule Dcpanment. BellSouw has stated wat same status is applied to telephone
numhers rc."erved for hOUl BellSouw and CLEC orders and wat this condition exists Wltil the order reaches sacs
(and associated downstream systems l. However. it appears that this will have a greater affect on CLEC orders
suhmitted via EDt hecause of delays in processing EDI orders. including We manual handling of orders Illat
results from lad. of flow through and from ordering errors. many of which it appears could be prevented if
CLECs had full knowledge of BellSouth 's busincss rules so Wat wey could pre-validate weir EDI orders.

:' The "float" period is extended. and thus the effect of the limitation is compounded. first hy
BellSouth's decision not to process orders at its gateway immediately upon we receipt of each order hut only at
uliny-minute intervals. Stacy ass AfL ~ 62; AT&T Bradhury Ail. ~~ 115-17.

Errors in the order will typically cause we order 10 drop out hefore reaching sacs. and wU.'i funher
extending U1C "float." BellSouw's failurc to document and prmide to CLECs its internal husiness rub
contrihutes to We error rate, and its manual handling llf reJeLtil))) nlltices delay the CLECs ahility to Cllrrect Ille,c
eITllTS. T1lUs. Illese lllller factnrs compllunJ Ille prohlem.
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(2) Access to Installation Dates

When LENS is used in inquiry mode-and again it should be noted that BellSouth does not

recommend the use of LENS for ordering. Stacy OSS Aff. ~~ 46. 56. so inquiry mode l:an be

expected to be the typical mode-LENS places numerous limitations on the user. One of many is that

LEt\S will not provide calculated due dates for service installation.

When BeliSouth's retail representatives place orders. BeliSouth's Direct Order Entry Support

Applil'ations Program ("DSAP'") analyzes the order. work load. and availability of fal:iJities and then.

applying \arious rules. l:akulates a due date. The representatiw can disl:uSS alternative dates \\ith

the l:ustomer. if nece~~ary. and then reserve a satisfal:tory due date and schedule and appointment for

the customer. Sec AT&T Bradbury Aff. ~ 50: .\ee a/so Stacy ass Aff. ~ 33: id. Ex. WNS-5:2 *:2-:27.

CLECs using LENS in inquiry mode do not have ~uivalent al:cess to DSAP. Instead of

arcess to DSAP's ability to calculate dates. CLECs get only a calendar showing open dates. StaL')'

ass Aff. Ex. WNS-52 ~ 2-2X. along with tables of proJel:ted service intervals. which l:orrespond to

standard interval-; for the applil:able work l:enter. Moreover. to the extent that the standard intervals

assume that a premises visit is required to perform the installation or that the CLEC is unable to

detennine whether that is so. a correspondingly longer date will result even though premises visits

are often not required.:>! These estimated dates are not finn at this point. as BellSouth arknowledges.

:>! BellSouth states that it was to add Quic:kservice functionality to LENS in October 1997 that would
help detennine whetller a dispatc:h would be required. Stacy ass Aff. ~47. From this brief reference. one c:annot
determine whether this change would address the limitations that AT&T describes. One issue is whether this
functionality ""ill be availahle in inquiry mode: if implemented only in firm-order mode. it would not help CLECs
using inquiry mode. Moreover. even assuming that t1lis func:tionality wa, implemented on schedule. it is not
known whetller it works properly and is operationally read).

In discussions with the Department. BeliSout1l ha~ qated that. through Quic:kservice and otherwise. it
(continued .. )
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stating that "the LENS preordering query will provide information to discuss prohahle insta/!ation

imerm/s:' Stacy OSS Aff. Ex. WNS-52 § 2-2R (emphasl'i added). Actual due dates are assigned only

after BellSouth processes the service order. and by that point. the due date originally estimated might

no longer be available.~~ Further. the CLEC does not get the actual due date until it receives the Firm

Order Confirmation ("FOC") for the order. BellSouth 's commitment for providing FOCs is twenty-

four hours from the time an order is placed. Thus. for the XOCk of orders that BellSouth estimates

will t1t' submitted via ED!. not only will the CLECs be unable to pr(wide their customers \\ith firm

due dates on the anginal telephone call. they \\'ill often t1t' unable to provide due date" the "anw (by

Thi" denie" such CLECs non-discriminatory al'l'e"" to installation dates, Scc gCl/crt/lly AT&T

Bradbury AfT ~~ 5 J -55: MCI King Oed ~~ 7U-7h,

(3) Address Validation

An additional limitation when LE~S is used in inl\uiry mode is that. when the customer has

no existing service,:' the LE~S user must perform an address validation prior to each pre-ordering

"'1.;& •

- c.,contmued)
now provides CLECs WiUl information tl1fllugh which ule~ l'an apply ule same rules iliat DS,AJ> applies in a
Illedlani/ed way and thus readl the same result Even assuming iliat is so. iliis slill fails ilie requirement ulat
..,nor UlOse functions iliat ilie BOC il'lelf 3Cl'esses electronically. the BOC must provide equivalent electronic
access fm competing carriers." Michigan Order ~ \)7. for CLECs muSl derive iliese dates manually.

:< In discussions wiili ilie Depanmenl. BellSouili has stated that neiilier BellSouili nor CLEC orders
have final. i.e. guaranleed dales. prior to ilie order being pnx:essed through sacs. However. it appears ulal lhis
will have a grealer affect on CLEC orders submitted via EDI hecause of delays in processing EDT orders.
including the manual handling of orders that results from lack pf flow ilirough and from ordering errors. many
of which it appears could be prevented if CLEes had full knowledge of BellSouth' s business rules so ulat iliey
cpuld pre-validate ilieir EDT orders,

c" In discussions WiUl the Depanment. BellSpuili has 'taled ulat ilie pre-ordering functions can he
al'cc,scd hy hoth street address and telephnne number. Thus. when ilie customer has existing telephone service.
a single piece pf data. the telephone number. can be entered each time inslead of ilie longer streel address. city.

{conlinued ... 1
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function. For example. if a CLEC user needs to reserve a telephone number and schedule an

installation date. the user would have to validate the address. reserve the telephone number. and then

re-validate the same address again before scheduling the installation date. Perfonning four pre-

ordering functions for a single order would require that the same address be entered and validated

four times. The system used by BellSouth retail representatives requires an address to be validated

only once in the order negotiation process. not onl:e for every pre-ordering function.

In attempting to justify this arrangement. BellSouth mak.e "evera] arguments. BellSouth

argue''' that InLJuiry mode includes address \'alidation since it i" a nel:essary input to other pre-ordefJllg

functions. StJL) ass Aff. ( lY. Yet BellSouth does not explain why this need for a \'Jlid addre'''''

reLjuires that the validation prOl:ess be performed repeatedly during a series of seLjuential pre-ordering

function" imohing the same address. For example. some mel:hanism that saved the validated address

from one pre-ordering function to the next (until the user indicated that a funl:tion for a new address

was desired) would offer functionality like BellSouth 's own systems. which validate an address once

and use that validated address throughout the transal:tion,

BellSouth also states that this does not have a negative impal:t on CLECs' ability to obtain

pre-ordering infonnation and that having sUl:h an inquiry mode is not present in the BellSouth

interfaL'e RNS so that the CLECs actually have "an extra benefit." Stacy ass Aff. ~ IY. BellSouth

does not explain how a process that. for no apparent necessary reason, can nearly double the number

of steps to accompli'lh the same result can fail to have a negative impact: obviously. even if CLECs

'~ .. ~ ...conunued)
and state entries. But even then. oecause the same data must he re-entered to access ead] pre-ordering function.
there IS still a lack of parity.
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can ultimately get the same infonnation and accomplish the same tasks,"7 it v,'ill take them

substantially longer to reach the same result. But BeilSouth goes beyond this and contends that this

slower, less-efficient process provides a benefit that its own employees do not have. ignoring that

BellSouth·s integrated systems for pre-ordering and ordering render this mode superfluous.~

2. Ordering & Provisioning

As the Department has previously observed. the wholesale support processes that BOCs

pro\ ide for ordering and provisioning are the most LTitical prl1L't'sses that the BOCs must put in place.

cu.,wlner.,> In this seL,tion, we disL'U.,S functional limitations and designed L'apacity. We L'oncluck

with an analysis of BellSouth 's PC-EDI concept.

a. FUfloiOJw/ir\'

Because the ass fundions supporting the ordering and provisioning of resale service ha\e

retail analogs. Michigal/ Order ~ 140, the access to those functions that a BOC provides to CLECs

must be "equal to the level of access that the BOC provides to itself. its customers or its affiliates,

in term.., of quality. accuracy and timeliness," iel. ( I.3LJ. and "[nor those functions that the BOC itself

accesses electronically. the BOC must provide equivalent electronic access for competing carriers,"

"7 This should not he assumed. for it appears thaI these additional address validations constitute
transaction, that \\ill (a) increase the load on the system. potentially slowing performance. and (b) count against
LENS total capacity and thus lower LENS effective capacity. Capacity issues are discussed belo\\,

;:.~ An additional issue involving address validation is the acknowledged omission in LENS of driving
instrul'tinns for unnumbered addresses. which is available in BellSnu!h's internal RNS system. See Stacy OSS
Aff. f IS. \\1lile arguing !11at this disparity does not depriw CLECs of a meaningful opponunity to (ompetc,
BellS(luth makes no attempt to address the ob\'ious parity Issue,

24 DOJ Oklahllma Evaluatiun. App. A at 71-72,
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id, ~ 137.'0 Accordingly. based on a straight-fon.vard application of these principles. in the resale

t:ontext a BOC must provide CLECs with suppon for (a) equivalent electronic ordering of all services

that the BOC's retail representatives can order electronical1y. (b) equivalent electronic processing of

those orders. including "flow-through" for all order types for which the BOC's retail service orders

have flow-through. (c) equivalent electronic return of like status messages. including finn order

t.:onfinrutions ("FOes"). order rejections. jeopardy notifications. and order-completion notifications.

and ld) e~ui\aJent electronic ability to 4uery and \iew pending orders and related status information,

As di"L'us"ed below. BellSouth doe" not do ",). and thus BellSouth i., not pro\iding nOI1-

discriminatory aL'ce"., to ordering and prmi,\ioning funl,tions,

First. BellSouth currently offers a standards-based application-to-appliL"ation EDI interface'l

for ordering, '2 However. that interface presently supports the ordering of only business and

residential POTS. PBX trunks. and DID trunks. not all of the services that BellSouth retail

'I' SI'C also DO] Oklahoma Evaluation, App. A at 71 ("at a minimum the Depanment expects BOC
automatilllll)f pn ll.:essing steps in instam'es where a BOC elc..:troni~'ally processes suhstantially ana!Llgous step~

for ib own retail operations"); /(1 at SO.

'I BellSoutJl states that it is committed til implementing the most recent EDI-hased standard released
hy AT/S. Stacy ass AIf. ~ 50. We commend. in this regard. Bell South's commitment to adhere to any future
industry standards addressing ass standards.

12 Although BellSouth provides ordering capahility through LENS. BeUSouth continues to de-emphasize
thaI capahility:

During many state proceedings. the competitive earners' testimony
has criticized the ordering capahilities of LENS. The primary function of
LENS is pre-ordmng. Non-discriminatory access for ordering is supplied hy
the industry-standard [EDI and EXACT] interfaces. BellSouth. along with the
industry. recommends EDI for local exchange ordering.

Stal') ass All. ~ 46 (emphasis in origina/). BellSouth is not relying on LENS' ordering functions to fulfill it-.
checklist ohligations. BellSouth Brief at 27 ("not an a"pe~·t of Be II South 's provision of nondiscriminatory 3L'cess
under the requirements of the A~'t"). thus those functions are not discussed in this analysis.
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representatives can order electronically. AT&T Bradbury Aff. ~ 99. 113, Additional functionality

is being added in phases, but in the interim. resale and UNE orders not supported by EDl are

processed manually by submitting them to BellSouth via facsimile or mail. Stacy OSS Aff.

Ex. WNS-52 §§ 3-06. 3-16.

Second. BellSouth' s ordering and provisions systems are providing flow-through on only a

low proportion of those types of orders that are currently supported. BellSouth states that it provide ...

mechanized order generation on services representing the vast majority of BellSouth' s retail re\enue ....

BellSouth Brief at :'X: Stacy ass Aff. .. 5X. but thi ... doe ... not l'ompare mechanized order generation

for CLECs and for BellSouth's retail operations and thu\ would not support a finding of parity,

~oreover. AT&T cites flow-through figures in the range of ,2fl,29c and 33.7(lc of EDI and LE'\S

orders for July and August 1997, respectively'. AT&T Bradbury Aff. ~ IOfl." The remaining CLEe

orders drop out of the system and are processed manually. In contrast, the Department understands

that no less than 979c of BellSouth' s residential orders and X19c of its business orders flow through,

While orders may be processed handled manually in some circumstances. for reasons the

Department and the Commission disl'ussed in detail with regard to Ameritech's Michigan

application.;~ the high proportion of orders being handled manually at this point is a significant

concern. As explained below with regard to Operational Readiness. the total volume of orders has

,- Even a.:.:epting BellSouth 's adjustments that seek to eliminate the effe.:t of errors that it attributes
to the CLECs. BellSouth proj~ts that flow through for July would have been only 539r. Stal:Y OSS Aff. ~ 112,
The unadjll'\ted How-through figure is worse. Id Ex, WNS-41 (confidential exhibit). While BellSouth 's August
figures suggest that flow-through improved that month. it does not appear that the numbers are yet as good as
l.hose for BellSnuth\ retail side, In any event. there is still an insufficient track record to justify a condusion thaI
the systems are nperationally ready.

~~

SCI' generalh DOJ Mil:higan Evaluation. Apr. A at 14-1 fl:"'fit'lliga/l Order ~~ 172-'1'1,
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been low to thi-; point. BellSouth has not demonstrated that the manual handling of these orders wiJ I

not delay the processing of these orders in a disl:riminatory way once the volumes of orders increase.

as has occurred with other carriers.

Third, even for orders submitted electronically. order rejections due to violations of

BellSouth's business rules, as well as jeopardy notifications. do not flow back to the CLEe

electronil.:ally: they dropout and are handled manually. typil.:ally sent bal:k to the CLEC via fax. See

Stacy ass Aft'. ~ 77. BellSouth states that an electronil' error response capability is being de\elopeci

anci pre,>t'ntly "i.., Sl.:heduled for fiN lJuaner ll)l):-: .. frl." 7::;'." In the mean time. this manual hancilin~

at BdISouth·.., end. as well as the manual handlIng reljuired at the CLEC end hecause of the

communil:ation via fal:simiJe. can cause significant delays in the handling of CLEC orders and is also

prone to error. 1/> Fundamentally. this does not provide parity with BellSouth retail operations.

b. PC-EDI COlicepT

On the positive side. the DepaIlment l' encouraged by BellSouth 's work with an independent

software vendor to develop an inexpensive. PC-compatible software package that is L'ompatible with

1, It is not stated exactly what is scheduled for firsl quarter 1998. internal testing. carrier-la-carrier
testing. or final implementation.

</> On BellSouth 's end. the order sits in a queue waiting for a BellSouth LCSC service representative
to pull the order from the queue and review it. Stacy OSS Aff. ~ 76. The representative must then manually
prepare a notification describing the error or other prohlem and fax it to the CLEC. Commentors note thai the
accural'Y and comprehensiveness of these mec<;sages can vary widely and that unclear or even erroneous messages
can further contribute to the delay.

On the CLECs end. additional manual steps are required. To prevent further adding to the delay. CLEC
personnel must continually monitor the fax machine. Once a fax arrives. it will have to he handled manually.
wuted had; to the appropriate personnel. and tied hack to the original CLEC order. These manual processes
undennrne the CLECs effon..-; to automate its processes in the first instance and pose a significant disad\amage
in the l1rdering process.
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BellSouth's ED] interface, Stacy ass Aff f 53. BellSouth states that it undertook this work "[tJo

assist CLECs of all sizes that want to use EDI withOut extensive development effort on their side of

the EDI interface" and that the software "is readily available to even the smallest CLEC." Id,

The Department supports this concept. which leverages existing application-to-application

interfa<:es and makes them available to additional CLECs. '" The Department recognizes that sUL'h

software basically provides a tenninal interface to the CLEC users, and thus such software is not

useable by CLECs wishing to tie into their own internal ass". Thus, the development and ust' 01

...uch "oftware does not nt'cessarily test the ability at (,LEC~ to automate their end of an appJicJtil11l-

lO-appliL'ation interface \\ith the BOCs. But thJt j" not the proper goal or use of ,>uL'h ,>oft\\ arC',

Rather this concept focuses on CLECs that do not have or L'hoose not to tie into their own internal

OSSs, The Department and the Commission have each recognized that CLECs will have varying

needs with respeL't to OSS access functionality, ba"ed largely on the degree to which eaL'h CLEC

deploys its own internal OSSs. and that BOCs need to ,,>uppon those varying needs. 1~ This approach

can help meet those CLEC needs and BOC obligations in a way that benefits both CLECs and BOC:-..

;,

The Department lacks sufficient information ahout the existing BellSouth/Harhinger PC-EDI
software and exactly how it interfaces with BellSouth '" systems 10 determine how dosely the present
implementation of this approach tracks the concept. Accordingly. tlle Department' s suppon for this concept
should not be comtrued as a corresponding L'ondusion on BellSouth· s implementation of this concept or on thc
PC-EDI software itself.

Information in the present record indicatcs that tllere are differences in EDI order functionality and
handling depending whether they are sent using PC-ED!. See AT&T Bradhury Aff. at 51 n.60 (Pha<;e II EDI
functionality is presently availahle only when using PC-EDI software); Stacy OSS Aff, ~ 62 (normal ED! orders
held in queue and processed in thirty-minute intervals; PC-EDI orders may be put in queue or sent immediately).
This suggests that BellSouth presently may he using a different interface at its end for receiving and initially
processing PC-EDI orders. Such differences could prevcnt some of the potential benefits from being reali7cd.
hut that waukl he only for this implementation and would not undercut the desirahility of thc underlying concept

,~ Scc. c.g .. 001 Oklahoma Evaluation, Arp· A at 74-7fi: 001 Michigan Evaluation. Apr. A at ~2:

.\1il'higall Order ~ 220.
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BOCs can benefit from this approach because it builds on existing application-to-applil:ation

interfaces and thus can reduce the number of interfaces that a BOC needs to support to provide non-

discriminatory access to ass functions to all CLECs. By reducing the number of interfaces that it

develops, tests, and maintains. the BOC can. with the same resources, implement and improve ih

remaining interfaces more quickly. As an illustration. BellSouth 's existing LENS interface provides

elel."tronil." ordering l."apability only for "a subset of the order types and activity types provided by the

EDI interface." Stal'Y ass Aff. (' Sf). PC-EDJ-type sofmare that fully supported all EDI ordering

funl·tionJlity would alJo\\ (///\' CLEC to place all such EDI order types without needing to iJKur the

time ;,md expense of dewloping ih own EDI-I:ompatible ...ot1ware. If such software could also Jcce"

pre-ordering functions on an automated basis, it could obviate the need for LENS altogether.

Certain CLECs can also benefit from such PC-EDJ-type software. If such software IS

implemented v,:ith all the funl'ciona!icy of the underlying BOC application-co-application incerLlce,

CLECs will be able to choose the option that be.st fits its other business needs without having to

potentially trade off the ability to access certain transaction types. Moreover. such software has the

potential. if combined with integrated support for an application-to-application pre-ordering interface.

to provide even the smallest CLEC with an integrated pre-ordering/ordering environment equivalent

to that presently used by BellSouth 's retail representatives. That is obviously a desirable objective.

3. Supporr & Documentarioll

The Department concludes that BellSouth IS not providing adequate support and

documentation to competing carriers. and the lack of adequate documentation and SUPPOTt preclude

a finding that BellSouth "is adequately assisting l'ompeting carriers to understand how to implement
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and use all of the OSS functions available to them'" A1ichigan Order ~ 136. One of the worst

problem; is BellSouth's failure to adequately disch,e to competing carriers the internal editing and

data fonnaning requirements and the business rules necessary for orders to be accepted. not only at

the BeUSouth gateway, but also by BellSouth internal OSSs. ''f The nitical nature of access to OSS

functions for ordering makes this a major problem. for it prevents CLECs from pre-validating their

orders to ensure that they will be accepted by BellSouth' s systems. Other examples discussed in the

l'ommenh include ( I) the lack of specifications needed to develop an application-to-application

intnt;.ll"e to LE:\S for accessing pre-ordering fundion". something BdlSouth repre"enh to the-

Commi..sion as both possible and available~": (~) in"ufficient training on LE:\S: (,)) significant errors

in documentation that is provided: (4) out-of-date documentation: and (5) the lack of change

management processes to notify CLEes in advance of changes that will be made to BellSouth

systems.

Under these circumstances, where adequate documentation and support appear to be lacking,

general references to CLEC errors as a major fal'tors in problems such as high rejection rates and 1;Jl'k

of flow through. sec. C.g .. Stacy ass Aff. f JJ1-12. Stacy Performance Aff. ~ 51. are unconvincing.

The Department recognizes that CLECs have errors and may be negligent in their efforts to reduce

errors. However, to simply attribute a certain portion of totaJ errors to the CLEe. as BellSouth has

''I Sec. ego AT&T Bradnury Aff. H 144-5~.

-41\ Sec BellSouth Brief at 26; Stacy ass Aff. ~ 4~-.w. But see AT&T Bradbury AfT ~~ 32-45 (citing
contrar) BellSouth testimony nefore state public service commissions). This is discusseJ further ne(ow.
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